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FOREWORD

"Navies in War and Peace, " by Admiral of the Fleet Sergey Gorshkov, Commander
in Chief of the Soviet navy, appeared in 11 installments in the journal Morskoi sbornik
(Naval Digest) in 1972 and 1973, It is clear from the identity of its author and its length
that Admiral Gorshkov's statement is important, but what is its significance?

That question was put to three experienced analysts of Soviet politics and the Soviet
navy: Robert G, Weinland, Michael K. MccGwire and James M. McConnell. Their
analyses are presented in this report. Each of them focuses on a somewhat different
aspect of "Navies in War and Peace."

Weinland's chapter begins with a summary of the Gorshkov series and the points
Gorshkov made in his statement. Weinland concludes that the stimulus to the appearance
of the Gorshkov series was a review of Soviet state policy, occasioned by SALT. The
review dealt with Soviet foreign policy and its military requirements, and was thus viewed
as a threat to the momentum of the development and peacetime employment of the Soviet
navy. Morskoi sbornik provided a forum for Gorshkov to state the case that navies are
important instruments of state policy in both war and peace, and that the Soviet Union
cannot afford to limit the growth and use of the navy. If limited, the navy will not be able
to promote Soviet overseas interests in peacetime, deter attacks on the Soviet Union,
protect the homeland if it is attacked, or achieve the objectives of war. The publication
of the series in itself suggests that an important segment of Soviet leadership agreed with
Gorshkov. The increasingly active use of the Soviet navy as an instrument of Soviet
foreign policy in the past few years suggests that Gorshkov's views may be holding sway.

MccGwire, too, views the Gorshkov series as evidence of an intexrnal debate over
policy. He concludes that the debate arises from a deep cleavage within the Soviet
hierarchy, and that there was a serious attack being mounted against the navy, with the
main weight probably against future shipbuilding requirements. While Gorshkov appears
not to have won the battle over shipbuilding, he may well have carried the day for an
assertive naval policy.

McConnell finds that the Gorshkov series represents the formulation of a new Soviet
naval doctrine, mainly occasioned by the introduction into the fleet of large numbers of
SLBMs over the past decade and especially by the recent acquisition of the Delta-class
SSBN and the long-range SS-N-8 missile, which reduce the wartime vulnerability of the
submarine. This has apparently led the Soviets to a decision to withhold their SLBMs
from the initial strikes of a general war to provide leverage for the Soviet bargaining
position. The doctrine also officially reconfirms the growing importance of the navy in
peacetime deterrence and fostering of Soviet state interests, especially in the Third
World. McConnell agrees with Weinland and MccGwire that there is evidence of an
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internal debate over arms limitation and the relative standing of the navy in a land-
oriented military establishment, but feels the first issue is only a subsidiary target of
the Gorshkov series, while the second issue has been officially resolved in the navy's
favor.

While there is disagreement among the three authors as to whether in "Navies in War
and Peace'" Gorshkov was advocating or announcing Soviet naval policy and doctrine, it is
possible that he was doing both. That is, in the face of internal opposition on some
questions, Gorshkov was promoting the interests of the navy; with regard to other questions
he may have been stating official views of the state on the use of the navy in peace and war.
If there was a debate, events during and since the publication of "Navies in War and
Peace" suggestthat the debate has been resolved in favor of Gorshkov, at least in the area
of naval activism to support state policy in peacetime. Marshal Grechko has recently
written, in an uncharacteristic vein, on the international importance of military forces.
Even before that, the Soviet navy's overseas activities had become more politicized than
ever--deployment of a ballistic missile submarine to Cuban waters during SAL negoti-
ations, support of Soviet attempts to win friends in the Third World, and attempts to foster
Arab unity and military cooperation.

In any event, Gorshkov's statement is a sustained argument for Soviet naval power --
in war and peace -- to protect the "Socialist commonwealth" and secure state interests.
Without a strong navy the gains of land warfare may be lost; a strong navy provides an
important bargaining tool in general war; and without a strong navy the overseas interests
of the USSR and other countries of the "Socialist camp" cannot be protected in peacetime
against imperialist coercion.

"Navies in War and Peace” must not be regarded as simply a challenge that requires
U.S. policies similar to Admiral Gorshkov's. His statement is in fact a challenge to U.S.
policy makers to think clearly about several questions: How will a more capable and
more active Soviet navy affect U, S, interests, in peace and in war? Should U.S. responses
be merely reactive, or are there U.S, initiatives that can avert Soviet gains without con-
frontation? What role should the U.S. Navy play in any new peacetime strategy; and what
would that role mean for the size, structure, and deployment of the Navy? An indispen-
sible step in thinking about such questions is understanding what Admiral Gorshkov said,
and how it relates to Soviet state policy. This understanding has been advanced by the
authors of the accompanying analyses.

Thomas E. Anger
Director, Plans and Policies Program

Institute of Naval Studies
Center for Naval Analyses
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"NAVIES IN WAR AND PEACE:"
CONTENT, CONTEXT, AND SIGNIFICANCE

Robert G. Weinland

Admiral Gorshkov has been Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet Navy for some 18
years; he is a Deputy Minister of Defense; and he is a full member of the CPSU Central
Committee. Given his position, he must choose his words carefully; and what he chooses
to say must be given careful consideration--since it is inevitably considered to carry
the weight of authority.

Admiral Gorshkov publishes infrequently. His last major article in Morskoi sbornik
had appeared in February 1967. In the five years between its appearance and the initial
installment of "Navies in War and Reace, " Admiral Gorshkov published only two minor
articles in Morskoi sbornik. Furthermore, Morskoi sbornik normally publishes neither
works of this length nor serialized articles. Thus, the form in which "Navies in War
and Peace" appeared lent import to Gorshkov's statement.

The real importance of Admiral Gorshkov's statement lies primarily in its content.
Taken as a whole, and viewed in context, the articles seem to advance views at variance
on critical points with established Soviet foreign and military policy.

This discussion has three parts. The first summarizes the arguments advanced
by Admiral Gorshkov. The second examines potential links between the publication of
his statement and the domestic and international political context in which it appeared.
The third presents my conclusions on the meaning and import of "Navies in War and Peace."

ADMIRAL GORSHKOV'S STATEMENT

"Navies in War and Peace" was published as a series of separate but related articles.
However, it was obviously meant to be considered as a whole--an integrated, 18 chapter,
54, 000 word statement.

Robert G. Weinland is a senior analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses. Mr. Weinland
is a specialist in Soviet naval matters and has done several studies on the Soviet navy.

He directed the analyses of "Navies in War and Peace." His analysis was completed after
the other analyses and summarizes some of their findings. The author is indebted to the
authors of the other chapters published here, and to Robert W, Herrick, who also
participated in this project.




Subject and Objectives

In his introduction Admiral Gorshkov identifies two principal subjects of discussion:

e 'the role and place of navies [within the system of component branches
of the armed forces]

® in various historical eras, and
e at different stages in the development of military equipment and
the military art, " and

e 'the dialectical relationship between the development of naval forces
and the goals of the state policies they were intended to serve."

He also places a number of explicit caveats on the discussion: it is restricted to
questions applicable to the navy; it is not intended to be a history of the "naval art"; and
it does not attempt to define "the prospects for the development of naval forces."

He states that his objective in conducting this examination of "the employment of
various branches of armed forces in time of war or in peacetime" is to "determine the
trends and principles of change" in

e ''the role and place of navies in wars, " and

e '"[navies'] employment in peacetime as instruments of state
policy [Emphasis added]."

He implies that he wants to advance not only "'the development of the military art" but
also "the development of a unity of operational views in the command personnel of the
armed forces"--which is fostered by the "command personnel” understanding ''the
specific features with which each of the branches of the armed forces is imbued."

Central Argument

Admiral Gorshkov's basic argument is that the navy's status within the armed
forces should be redefined to reflect the increasing importance of the navy in wartime
and in peacetime--although he does not identify the specific policy implications of
this argument.

The argument contains five fundamental theses:

e Given the increasing importance of the oceans as an arena of potential
military conflict, and the navy's special military features*, the wartime
importance of the navy is increasing. Although, since Soviet military
doctrine considers concerted action by all branches of the armed forces
to be essential to victory, this increased importance does not give the
navy a unique position within the armed forces.

*high maneuverability, capability for covert concentration, and relative invulnerability

to the effects of nuclear weapons--when compared with land-based forces.
A<




e Despite the introduction of nuclear weapons and the advent of detente,
the armed forces have not lost their historic importance as instruments
of state policy in either wartime or peacetime (if anything, the political
influence of demonstrably superior military potential has increased).

e Given the increasing economic and hence political importance of the
oceans, and the navy's special political features*, the peacetime utility
and importance of the navy are increasing, which gives it a unique
position--compared to the other branches of the armed forces--as an
instrument of foreign policy.

e The structures of armed forces and the roles and places of their com-
ponent branches can and do change. Such changes are situationally-
dependent, can occur in peacetime as well as in the course of war, but
have limits--e.g., maritime states must have navies as well as armies;
and if they are to achieve and maintain great power status, their navies
must be commensurate with the full range of their interests.

e There is a necessary link between the acquisition and maintenance of
armed forces and the goals of the state policies they are intended to
serve. In order to achieve those goals, command echelons must have a
shared understanding of the relative capabilities and optimal modes of
employment of each branch of the armed forces.

These fundamental theses are outlined at the outset, and the bulk of the subsequent
discussion is devoted to elaborating and supporting them.

Historical Discussion

In introducing this discussion, Admiral Gorshkov states that he intends "only to
express a few thoughts' on the "historical” and "problem, " or contemporary, aspects
of the subjects under discussion. Contemporary military questions are rarely
addressed directly in the Soviet open literature, unless in the context of a formal
doctrinal pronouncement. Generally, military questions are approached indirectly
in their "historical aspect” or, when in their "problem aspect, " then less in terms
of the Soviet than of Western armed forces. "Navies in War and Peace" contains few
exceptions to this pattern.

*it can be employed in peacetime for demonstrating the economic and military power
of the state beyond its borders; it is the only branch of the armed forces capable of
protecting the state's over-seas interests.




As Table 1 shows, less than 20 percent of the discussion is devoted to the contemporary
or "problem" aspect of the questions at hand. The bulk of the discussion is devoted to his-
tory: more than a third to the pre-Soviet era; more than half to the period before World
War II; more than three-quarters to the pre-nuclear era.

In this historical discussion, Admiral Gorshkov makes no attempt to present a bal-
anced, comprehensive description of the "'role and place' of seapower in Russian and
Soviet, not to mention Western, history. Rather, he employs history forensically to sup-
port the "system of views'" he is advancing. His discussion of the past develops five major
themes.

1. Exploitation of the sea, and seapower -- in all of its forms -- are necessary to
achieve and maintain Great Power status, and consequently have always been and
will always be important to maritime states in general, and Russia in particular.

2. Large and modern* naval forces are the sine qua non of effective seapower.

3. Seapower can be used in peacetime as well as in wartime to implement state
policy.

4. These facts were often overlooked by the Tsarist leadership. Because of this,
Russia lost wars, or lost the gains of those wars it won, and was often unable to
implement its policies in peacetime. When they did appreciate and support the
navy, both the wartime and the peacetime goals of state policy were achieved.

5. The Soviet leadership -- in contrast to their predecessors -- have consistently
recognized the importance of seapower. But, because of the economic and tech-
nological constraints that prevailed during the early years of the Soviet era, and
the necessary concentration on land warfare that characterized Soviet military
experience in the Civil War and the Great Patriotic War/World War II, ** it was
not until relatively recently that the Soviet Union acquired the effective seapower
it now possesses.

*Modernity -- which is measured in terms of the quality of ships, the level of training of
their crews, and the level of development of the tactics they employ -- is a critical factor.
Naval victory is a function of numerical superiority, given equivalent modernity of oppos-
ing forces; however, given parity in numbers, victory becomes a function of modernity --
because the more modern and hence more capable force is able to seize the initiative.

**to which the Soviet navy nevertheless made vital contributions [the description of which
absorbs a large share of the discussion ]




TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF ATTENTION IN "NAVIES IN WAR AND PEACE"

Chapter

(Introduction)

The Distant Past, but Important for Understanding
the Role of Navies

Russia's Difficult Road to the Sea
The Russians in the Mediterranean
Into the Oceans on Behalf of Science

The Russian Fleet During the Industrial Revolution
and the Transition from Sailing Vessels to Steam
Vessels

Navies at the Beginning of the Era of Imperialism
The First World War
The Soviet Navy

The Development of the Soviet Navy in the Period from
the End of the Divil War to the Outbreak of the Great
Patriotic War (1921-1928; 1928-1941)

The Second World War
The Soviet Navy in the Great Patriotic War

The Basic Missions Executed by Navies in the
Second World War

Navies as a Wespon of the Aggressive Policy of the
Imperialist States in Peacetime

(Intermediate Conclusion)

Some Problems in Mastering the World Ocean
The Problems of a Modern Navy

(Conclusion)

Total

Approx. Coverage/
no.. words/ historical
chapter period*
1520
2490 )
3050
2440 28 percent
q Pre-World
86
L War I
1685
3550 J
9 percent
05 } World War I
3770 )
18 percent
3 Inter-War
Period
5335 J
e 26 percent
3700 World War 11/
[ Great Patriotic
a840 )  Var
3555 }
935
2655 } 19 percent
present era
3480
520
53, 995

*Calculated after subtraction of introductory and concluding chapters from total
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Each major theme is illustrated with specific examples, most focusing on the conse-
quences of prevailing policies: losses sustained, benefits derived. In general -- since
the Tsarist leadership did not understand seapower, and until recently the Soviet could not
afford it -- this historical discussion is largely a chronicle of losses.

One chapter, '"The Russians in the Mediterranean, " stands out as an exception. It
concentrates on the benefits derived from the possession and use of naval forces, and
explicitly links the past and the present -- i.e., it treats the subject in both its "his-
torical" and its contemporary or "problem' aspects. Historically, Russia's intermittent
deployments of naval forces to the Mediterranean have been undertaken primarily to insure
its security from the Southwest. Militarily, Russian naval forces in the Mediterranean
acted as a "forward defense, ' providing strategic support to the army. Politically, they
acted as a powerful -- at times the most powerful -- weapon of Russian foreign policy,
contributing to change in the political situation in Europe. At present, Soviet naval forces
are deployed in the Mediterranean primarily as a defensive response to the presence of
opposing naval forces that threaten direct attack on the Soviet homeland. They are also
there in the "active defense of peace" to deter intervention in littoral affairs by the U.S.
Sixth Fleet and to deter aggression by littoral powers supported by the Sixth Fleet. The
presence of Soviet naval forces in the Mediterranean thus achieves three objectives: the
strategic defense of the Soviet Union, increasing Soviet "international authority" (coercive
or negative political influence), and evoking "international sympathy for the Soviet Union"
(positive political influence).

Discussion of the Present

His discussion of the contemporary or "problem" aspects of the subject continues two
of the main themes developed in his historical discussion. The first of these is the impor-
tance of the sea and all forms of seapower to a maritime state such as the Soviet Union.
This is treated in terms of observations on the current movement to redefine questions of
maritime boundaries and the ownership of oceanic resources. The second theme, which
is closely linked with the first, is the utility of seapower as an instrument of state policy
in peacetime. This is treated largely in terms of the Western experience. In addition,
in the chapter on ""The Problems of a Modern Navy" and the two concluding sections, he
deals directly with three current military questions:

e the threat posed to the Soviet Union and its interests by imperialist naval
forces,

e Soviet policy regarding the response to those threats, and

e the materiel and other requirements of implementing that policy.




In keeping with standard practice, much of this portion of the discussion focuses on
Western armed forces, although his treatment of the contemporary Soviet naval mission
and force structures is unusally explicit.

According to Admiral Gorshkov, the two principal features of the contemporary era
are the continuing aggressiveness of imperialism and the growth of the economic power
and defense capability of the Soviet Union. The latter provide for the security of the en-
tire socialist community and -- given the new balance of forces in the international arena --
are altering the structure and content of international relations in favor of the forces of
"peace and progress.’ The growth of the Soviet navy, and its emergence onto the high
seas, have made a major contribution to these changes,

The imperialists (primarily in the United States, in which the Navy is the "pet" instru-
ment of foreign policy) have actively exploited the special political features of navies --
their ability to demonstrate economic and military power, and to protect overseas interests
through coercion, largely without resort to force. They have used their navies in a variety
of ways -- including general support for their diplomacy -- but their primary employment
has been

e demonstrations of force to put pressure on the Soviet Union and the other
countries of the socialist community; and

e threatened or actual use of force to retain or restore supremacy over former
colonies and other victims of economic oppression.

Their specific objectives in taking such actions have included showing their own resolve,
deterring the intended actions of opponents, and providing support to friendly states. The
imperialists are also employing their naval forces in support of efforts to dominate ocean
resources.

Admiral Gorshkov states that the Soviet Union has decisively opposed all of these
imperialist actions. In contrast to the imperialists, the Soviet navy, while fulfilling its
mission of defending the Soviet Union against attacks from the sea, has by its presence
acted as a diplomatic force to deter and contain aggression. It has thus been employed as
an important political weapon in its own right, as well as providing significant support to
other instruments of foreign policy -- especially through the increasing number of official
visits and business calls by Soviet warships to foreign ports, which improve inter-state
relations and strengthen the "international authority” of the Soviet Union.

Given the imperialists' actions, the Soviet Union needs a powerful navy not only to de-
fend its state interests on the seas and oceans hut to defend itself against attack from the
sea. The magnitude of the latter problem has grown since the end of World War II; and
the threat of sea-based nuclear missile attack against the Soviet Union has elicited, in
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response, the construction of a new, ocean-going Soviet navy -- which now poses to a
potential aggressor the same threat posed to the Soviet Union. This new Soviet navy is
nevertheless unique. Its composition has been determined by the technological and eco-
nomic base upon which it is constructed, its assigned missions, and the threat. It has
acquired nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles (which gave it strategic capability and a
strategic role), cruise missiles (for use against surface targets), SAMs (the main means
of AAW at sea), AAA guns, electronics, and nuclear propulsion for its submarines (which
gave it ASW capability). As a result, its combat capabilities have been greatly increased.

Submarines -- especially nuclear-powered submarines -- and aircraft have become its
primary strike forces, although there is a continuing need for various types of surface
ships -- to "give combat stability to'' (i.e., protect) submarines, and to carry out a wide
variety of tasks in both peacetime and wartime. The diversity of those tasks requires the
construction of numerous types of surface ships, with different armament for each type.

The acquisition of these capabilities reflects the changing role of the Soviet Navy, which
now has three components:

1. Strategic defense -- "participating in crushing an enemy's military-economic
potential;"
2. Strategic deterrence -- "becoming one of the most important factors in deterring

an enemy's nuclear attack” (SSBNs are more survivable than land-based launchers,
and consequently represent a more effective deterrent); and

3. Peacetime political influence -- "visibly demonstrating in peacetime to the peoples
of friendly and hostile countries" both the extent of Soviet capabilities and Soviet
readiness to use those capabilities in defense of its state interests and for the
security of the socialist commonwealth.

The navy has acquired these capabilities because only a force capable of blocking aggres-
sion can deter it; and -- together with the Strategic Missile Forces -- the navy now repre-
sents such a force,

THE CONTEXT OF GORSHKOV'S STATEMENT

We do not know when or under what circumstances the statement was written; but we
do know when it was published and, therefore, something about the surrounding domestic
and international circumstances which may provide some clues to its significance. Also,
Admiral Gorshkov and other members of the Soviet leadership have written elsewhere on
the subject, and attention to the consistency between ''Navies in War and Peace” and the
other statements should also prove rewarding.




Possible Political Influences on Publication

Morskoi sbornik is published under the aegis of the Ministry of Defense, and serves
as the navy leadership's principal medium of mass communication. Its primary function
is the dissemination of "military scientific knowledge' to, and the political and military
education of, the officer corps of the navy -- its primary audience.? It has other audi-
ences, however, * and it probably has other functions -- for instance, mobilizing support
for the navy's case in debates within the military establishment, and possibly at the national
decision-making level as well.

"Navies in War and Peace" was published without fanfare. Neither the preceding issues
of Morskoi sbornik nor the annual production plans released at the beginning of the year by
the publishing house of the Ministry of Defense gave advance notice of its appearance. With
the exception of a one paragraph editors' introduction to the first installment, Morskoi
sbornik made no reference to it in the course of its publication -- nor was it discussed
during that period in any of the other major organs of the Soviet military press.

As indicated in Table 2, which provides the basic details of its publication, the 11
installments of "Navies in War and Peace' appeared in the 13 issues of Morskoi sbornik
published from February 1972 through February 1973. There were two interruptions in
the series. While the July 1972 issue did contain an article by Admiral Gorshkov, it was
a discussion of the role of the commanding officer of a ship rather than a continuation of
the series. The January 1973 issue contained no article by Admiral Gorshkov.

While it has not been possible to establish the actual publication dates of individual
issues of Morskoi sbornik, the dates that it is "'signed to press'" and "signed to typesetting"
are duly noted in each issue. Examination of these dates for the issues containing install-
ments of "Navies in War and Peace" reveals significant deviations from established prac-
tice. These dates are shown in Table 3. The data reveal that --

e the April 1972 issue was "'signed to typesetting' a month late;

e the July 1972 issue -- the initial interruption in the publication of the series --
was "'signed to press' a month early;

e the August 1972 issue -- which resumed the series -- and all subsequent
issues -- including the January 1973 issue, which was the second interrup-
tion in its publication -- were late being ''signed to press;' and

e regular publication practices were not restored until after the conclusion of
the series.

*It has been available to subscribers outside the Soviet Union since 1963
-




Install-
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1
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10

11

TABLE 2

PUBLICATION OF "NAVIES IN WAR AND PEACE"

IN MORSKOI SBORNIK

Issue Pages
2-72 20-29
3-72 20-32
4-72 9-23
§~72 12-24
6-72 11-21
7-72 *

8-72 14-24
9=72 14-24
10-72 13-21
11-72 24-34
12-72 14-22
1-73 *

2-73 13-25

Chapter headings

(Introduction)
The Distant Past, but Important for Understanding
the Role of Navies.

Russia's Difficult Road to the Sea. The Russians in
the Mediterranean.

Into the Oceans on Behalf of Science. The Russian
Fleet During the Industrial Revolution and the Transi-
tion from Sailing Vessels to Steam Vessels. Navies
at the Beginning of the Era of Imperialism.

The First World War.

The Soviet Navy. The Development of the Soviet
Navy in the Period from the End of the Civil War
to the Outbreak of the Great Patriotic War (1921-1928).

" (1928-1941)
The Second World War
The Soviet Navy in the Great Patriotic War.

The Basic Missions Executed by Navies in the Second
World War.

Navies as a Weapon of the Aggressive Policy of
Imperialist States in Peacetime. (Intermediate
Conclusion)

Some Problems in Mastering the World Ocean. The
Problems of a Modern Navy. (Conclusion).

*Interruption in publication of the series.
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TABLE 3
DATES MORSKOI SBORNIK

"SIGNED TO TYPESETTING" AND "SIGNED TO PRESS"

Issue
2-72
3-72
4-72
5-72
6-72
7-72
8-72
9-72

10-72

11-72

12=/2
1-73
2-73

*First interruption in the series.
**Second interruption in the series.

Signed to
Typesetting

21 Dec 71
20 Jan 72

19 Mar 72
22 Mar 72
19 Apr 72
19 May 72
22 Jun 72

21 Jul 72

22 Aug 72
21 Sep 72
21 Oct 72
21 Nov 72
20 Dec 72
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Signed to
Press

28 Jan 72
25 Feb 72
31 Mar 72
29 Apr 72
29 May 72
4 Jun 72*
11 Aug 72
7 Sep 72
6 Oct 72
2 Nov 72
8 Dec 72
10 Jan 73**
5 Feb 73




Given the relative stability of publication practices during the preceding five years, these
deviations are obviously unusual; and they deserve to be explained, if possible. One ap-
proach is to attempt linking the contents of the installments with external events at the
time each was being prepared for publication.

The delay in typesetting the April 1972 issue of Morskoi sbornik might only reflect
apprehension over the effect of the initial installment. Then again, this third installment
contains exceptionally forceful denunciations of the Tsarist lack of appreciation of sea-
power -- e.g., references to "dull" figures and emigre reactionaries in the naval leader-
ship, who "dismantled" the fleet. These cannot have been welcome words to the Soviet
leadership in February and March 1972, when they were preparing for the opening of the
final SAL negotiating session, in which limitations on naval systems were to figure
prominently .

The July 1972 issue of Morskoi sbornik was signed to press a month early, but did not
contain a sixth installment of "Navies in War and Peace' -- although it did have an article
by Admiral Gorshkov on the role of the commanding officer of a ship. It is difficult to
escape the impression that this latter article was a "filler, " inserted perhaps to mitigate
embarrassment at the interruption in publication of "Navies in War and Peace." If so,
then it is likely that there were objections to publication of the sixth installment -- at least
at that time, since it eventually appeared in the August 1972 issue.

The sixth installment, which covers the 1928-1941 period, contains disparaging refer-
ences to both the naval arms limitations conferences of the interwar period -- '"the war
of the diplomats for supremacy at sea’ -- and various "minuses" in the prewar construc-
tion and training of the Soviet fleet, most stemming from underestimation of the combat
capabilities and potential strategic contributions of naval forces. The July 1972 issue was
signed to press five days after the signature of the SALT agreement placed rigid constraints
on the further growth of the Soviet SLBM force, at a point when the Soviet leadership would
have been sensitive to the appearance of critical words from the Navy on naval arms limi-
tations and the failure to appreciate the potential of naval forces.

Perhaps the July 1972 article on the role of the commanding officer is itself an impor-
tant statement, more important than the interruption in the publication of "Navies in War
and Peace.” Party control of the Soviet military is not contested directly. However, it is
contested indirectly, through emphasis on military professionalism; and Admiral Gorshkov's
discussion of the role of the naval officer epitomizes that professionalist argument. Per-
haps then it was a message deliberately issued at that time, for its own sake as an oblique
protest to the interruption of the series.
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The second interruption in the series occurred with the January 1973 issue of Morskoi
sbornik. This interruption is more difficult to explain. The final installment, in the

February 1973 issue, contains the only portion of the text that, judged on the grounds of

content, style, and continuity with the general thrust of the discussion, appears "out of
place” in the statement: an excursion into questions of the Law of the Sea and the owner-
ship and exploitation of oceanic resources. This segment may well be an afterthought,
and the delay in publication of the final installment due simply to technical difficulties.

However, the concluding installment also contains a vigorous exposition of the navy's
role in the "active defense of peace' -- including an explicit claim that the navy's presence
on the high seas is a vivid demonstration of the willingness and capability of the Soviet Union
to defend not only itself and its own interests, but the security of socialist countries as well.
But, when the January 1973 issue was being prepared for publication the Soviet Union was not
"actively defending" the security of one socialist country, the DRVN, which was under heavy
attack by the U.S. in the Linebacker II operation. It may have been felt that the conspicuous
absence of Soviet naval forces in the Gulf of Tonkin would raise embarrassing questions of
Soviet credibility, and that a month's delay in the appearance of the conclusion of "Navies
in War and Peace" would be "the better part of valor.”

It is also worth noting that, beginning with the resumption of publication of the series
after the July 1972 interruption, Morskoi sbornik was consistently late being "signed to
press, "' and that the publication schedule that had obtained over at least the previous five
years was not reestablished until after the series had been concluded.* This implies the
establishment of some sort of additional review and screening procedures for ''Navies in
War and Peace, "' probably coincident with the May 1972 decision to interrupt publication.
It also suggests -- as do the other, more dramatic anomalies in its publication -- that
Admiral Gorshkov's military or political superiors (or both) were not entirely happy with
"Navies in War and Peace" -- at least as initially proposed by Admiral Gorshkov.

Other -- and far less dramatic -- publication anomalies also support this suggestion.
Morskoi sbornik normally contains some 30 individual articles, averaging 5, 000 words
each, organized under the following general headings:

e Lead articles -- often containing one or more special sub-divisions of articles
focused on a current event such as ""The Decisions of the XXIV CPSU Party
Congress' or "The 50th Anniversary of the Formation of the USSR"

e The Naval Art

e Combat and Political Training

*Only 11 percent of the 61 issues published prior to the appearance of "Navies in War and
Peace" were late being "signed to press;" on the other hand, 54 percent of the 13 issues
spanning the publication of the series were late.
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e The Pages of History

e Armament and Technology
e Phenomena of Nature

e Foreign Navies

e Critique and Bibliography

Given the position Admiral Gorshkov holds, the relationship between that office and
Morskoi sbornik, and the obvious importance of what he was saying, one might expect the
installments of "Navies in War and Peace' not only to have been published without inter-
ruption but to have been given a prominent place in each issue of Morskoi sbornik. While
all 11 installments appeared in the "lead articles' section, none appeared as the "'lead
article” -- although Admiral Gorshkov's July 1972 article on the role of the commanding
officer of a ship did.

The placement of the installments of "Navies in War and Peace' within the "lead
articles" section varied widely:

Issue Placement Issue Placement

2-72 3 8-72 3

3-72 4 9-72 3

4-72 3 10-72 8

5-72 3 11-72 10

6-72 3 12-72 7
2-73

When special subdivisions of the "lead articles” section appeared they were given prece-
dence over the installments of "Navies in War and Peace, " with one exception. The excep-
tion was the May 1972 issue, in which the fourth instaliment of "Navies in War and Peace"
appeared ahead of a special subdivision devoted to "The 50th Anniversary of the Formation
of the USSR." While the subordinate placement of other installments can be explained with-
out inferring a deliberage policy to minimize their importance, the placement of the May
1972 issue cannot be ignored. The placement of the fourth installment ahead of the special
subdivision was an obvious attempt to give it prominence. While it covered the period of
the First World War -- an ostensibly innocuous period in Russian and Soviet naval history --
the contents of that installment were anything but innocuous. It
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e explicitly criticized the prevailing technique* for determining the required
size and composition of the Soviet armed forces;

e implicitly claimed an expanded role for and increased effectiveness of naval
strategic strike forces -- especially in achieving the political objectives of
a war;

e advocated the establishment of naval supremacy as much, if not more, for
its peacetime political impact as for its wartime military utility; and

e explicitly attacked naval arms limitations.

It was, of course, in May 1972 that the SAL negotiating process moved into its final

stages -- and produced an agreement. The appearance of such criticism at this time may
have played a major role in the decision to interrupt the publication of "Navies in War and
Peace" and to introduce the implied review process that disrupted Morskoi sbornik’s publi-
cation cycle. Given these circumstances, the placement of the July 1972 article on the
role of the commanding officer as the "lead article” lends credence to the hypothesis that
is was intended to be more than just a "filler, " and -- however implicitly -- conveyed a
message.

It is obvious that the SAL negotiations had considerable influence on the publication
of ""Navies in War and Peace.' However, other events must also have affected the series.

The XXIV CPSU Party Congress and the Ninth Five-Year Plan (1971-1975), which im-
plemented the programs promulgated by the Congress, were significant events that occurred
prior to its publication that also had an effect on the series. The Soviet military establish-
ment cannot have been pleased with either. The Congress signalled quicker movement
toward detente with the West -- specifically endorsing efforts to achieve an arms limita-
tion agreement and to implement other conflict-dampening measures. It also signalled
increased attention to Soviet domestic needs; and this latter emphasis was reflected in
the Plan. In essence, the Congress gave the military this message: the Soviet Union's
ability to influence international events -- including its ability to deter an attack on itself --
depended on its economic as well as its military power; strengthening the economic and
technological capabilities of the Soviet Union was the most effective way to strengthen its
defense capability; consequently there would be more emphasis on the industrial capacity
to produce military goods, but no major increase in the actual production of military goods;
so that, in order to achieve the increase in combat capability they desired, the military
would have to make better use of the resources they already had.3

*the ''retrospective method, " which -- in conformity with Marxist-Leninist methodology --
emphasizes the discovery and generalization of the "lessons’ of experience (i.e., the last
war); and according to Admiral Gorshkov must be augmented by ''scientific prediction” of
the future development of science and technology and the probable conditions of future
combat if misleading results are to be avoided.
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In endorsing detente with the West, the Congress was by no means endorsing Soviet
"isolationsim" -- quite the contrary! The relaxation of tension in direct Soviet-Western
relationships was hut one of four parts of the "Peace Program" promulgated by the Congress,
and those other three parts called for the Soviet Union and the Soviet armed forces to play a
more active role in the international arena. These other components were:

increased cooperation with the member states of the socialist commonwealth:

more intense effort to achieve international agreements that would minimize
occasions for conflict; and

the "active defense of peace’ -- which encompassed not only deterrence of
Western attempts to coerce the members of the socialist commonwealth, the
newly -independent states, and national liberation forces, but active support of
them in case they should be attacked.

In effect, cooperation in direct Soviet-Western relations was to be complemented by con-
tinued -- if not increased -- competition with the West in the "third world."

"Navies in War and Peace" explicitly incorporated -- and exploited -- this line. It
argued that by demonstrating its military -- and hence its economic and technological --
capability in the international arena the Soviet Union acquired influence over events in that
arena; that the navy was the branch of the armed forces best suited to making such demon-
strations in peacetime; and that the navy through its "'forward deployments" was, in fact,
effectively engaged in the "active defense of peace."

Comparison with Other Statements

There are significant differences between '"Navies in War and Peace'” and earlier state-
ments by Admiral Gorshkov -- in particular his last major article, "The Development of
Soviet Naval Art, " in the February 1967 issue of Morskoi sbornik. It also focused on the
role, place and employment of the Soviet navy, but dealt almost exclusively with the mili-
tary aspect of these questions: the evolution of the navy's general roles, specific missions,
and actual uses in wartime; the relationship between those roles, missions, and uses and
the evolving naval force structure; and the course of future development of the navy's com-
bat capabilities. Like "Navies in War and Peace" it also drew heavily on the lessons of
history, but its focus was restricted to the Soviet era, which meant that it dealt almost
exclusively with military history: World War I, the Civil War, the Intervention, and the
Great Patriotic War.

"Navies in War and Peace, " focuses less on the military than on the foreign policy
aspect of the navy's role, place, and employment; and thus employs a far broader his-
torical base as a source of "lessons’ in support of its argument. It could not be otherwise.
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Marxist-Leninist methodology requires that Admiral Gorshkov's argument be based on thc
lessons of experience; but the only relevant Russian experience he can cite is that of the
Tsarist era. Until quite recently, the Soviets have not really used their fleet, and pclitical
sensitivities preclude his reference to those more recent uses.

There is a second reason for Admiral Gorshkov's taking "Navies in War and Peace”
far beyond Soviet military history. When discussing that history for military purposes
he is bound by the dictates of Soviet military doctrine. However, his principal topic --
the employment of naval forces in peacetime and for political purposes -- lies outside the
purview of military doctrine, and to the extent that he can keep the discussion beyond these
boundaries, he retains considerable freedom of expression.

Furthermore, were ''Navies in War and Peace' a doctrinal discussion like "The De-
velopment of Soviet Naval Art, " it would cover not only the role, place, and employment
of the fleet but its future development as well. In 1967 Admiral Gorshkov stated that dis-
cussion of the latter was a ''natural" concomitant of a discussion of the former; and one of
the principal functions of Soviet military doctrine is the control of future developments.
In 1972-73, however, he explicitly eschewed discussion of the future course of naval con-
struction -- and deviated from that guideline on very few occasions.

"Navies in War and Peace" is unique in other respects as well. There are significant
differences between what Admiral Gorshkov said there and what his military superiors
were saying at the time and have said since -- although a recent statement by Marshal
Grechko provides some evidence that the Soviet military leadership may be moving toward
endorsement, or have already endorsed, the active Soviet military role in the international
arena that Admiral Gorshkov was advocating. The political leadership had already en-
dorsed the experience of the "internationalist functions' of the Soviet armed forces at least
as early as the XXIV Party Congress: but -- except for Admiral Gorshkov -- the military
leadership in general, and Marshal Grechko in particular, appeared reluctant to even dis-
cuss, let alone embrace, that mission. Until May 1974, Marshal Grechko, in describing
the missions of the Soviet armed forces, had routinely limited them to the defense of the
Soviet Union per se, and the defense -- in concert with the armed forces of the other mem-
ber states of the Warsaw Pact -- of the entire "Socialist Commonwealth.’” On rare occas-
ions, he had stated that the mission might also include the defense of the state interests of
the Soviet Union, but without indicating what or where those interests might be. (At times
he even appeared to equate the defense of Soviet state interests with the defense of the
Soviet Union itself.) In the May 1974 issue of Voprosy istorii KPSS (Questions of CPSU His-
tory), however, he explicitly stated that the armed forces' "internationalist functions" had
been given "'new content, " and clearly implied that this ''new content' was the protection
and promotion of the overseas interests of the Soviet Union -- which is precisely what
Admiral Gorshkov was dizcussing in '"Navies in War and Peace."
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CONCLUSIONS

Given the context of "Navies in War and Peace" it seems reasonable to conclude that
the primary stimulus to its appearance was a review of Soviet state policy -- occasioned
by the impending conclusion of a SAL agreement; conducted at the central decision-making
level; and covering Soviet foreign policy, its attendant military requirements, and the re-
sources necessary to meet those requirements.

The navy leadership and their supporters at the central decision-making level probably
feared that the outcome of the review would prove unfavorable to the hard-won momentum
for the development and employment of Soviet naval capabilities. They attempted to mobil -
ize the additional support necessary to at least continue that momentum. Given the sensi-
tive nature of the subject, the highly political atmosphere in which such a review would
have been taking place, and the fluid state of affairs in the international arena at the time,
incremental publications of the statement provided an opportunity to minimize unfavorable
reactions and to take advantage of developments that would strengthen the argument it pre-
sented. Its appearance in a navy publication is probably attributable to high-level opposition
to the policy it advocated -- opposition sufficient to block access to broader forums but in-
sufficient to prevent its appearance in a navy-controlled journal. It is an extended histor-
ical discussion for two reasons: (1) it is only in terms of oblique discussion that current
or anticipated Soviet state policy can be openly criticized by the military; and (2) because
of the domestic and international sensitivity of its argument, recourse to pre-Soviet naval
history was the only available way to advocate a more active anti-imperialist policy -- and
the navy as the principal instrument of that policy.

"Navies in War and Peace" is an argument that navies are important and effective
instruments of state policy in both war and peace: more important and effective in war-
time than has heretofore been recognized in Soviet military doctrine; more effective and
utilitarian in peacetime than any of the other branches of the armed forces -- not only as
deterrents, but also in the accomplishment of positive ends. This effectiveness of navies
is based not only on their combat capabilities but also on their potential for the exercise of
political influence. That potential cannot be exploited, however, unless its existence is
recognized and adequate steps are taken to meet its necessary conditions -- provision must
be made for the acquisition of a large and modern navy; and once acquired both its numer-
ical and its technological strengths must be maintained.

Given its context and its content, '"Navies in War and Peace" appears to be addressed
to several audiences --

e the other branches of the Soviet armed forces (which do not understand what
the navy can do and covet the resources now being allocated to it)
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e the Soviet military leadership (who are drawn from and favor the army, are
in general insufficiently "progressive' and in any event tend to equate "inter-
nationalism' with "adventurism'’)

e detente-oriented factions in the Soviet political leadership (who underestimate
the threat posed to both the Soviet Union itself and its overseas interests by
Western naval forces).

The message is that the Soviet Union cannot afford to limit the growth and employment of
its navy. If it does, it will be unable to adequately protect and promote its overseas inter-
ests in peacetime, deter attacks upon itself, protect itself if attacked, or achieve the ulti-
mate policy objectives of any war it might have to fight with the Imperialist Powers. On
the other hand, if it maintains a large and modern navy commensurate with its interests
as a Great Power, and exploits the political influence potential provided by such a navy, it
will be able to implement its policies more effectively both in peacetime (as is well known)
and in wartime (a fact not generally appreciated).

Finally, the appearance of "Navies in War and Peace" implied that at the time serious
consideration was being given in the Soviet Union to placing limitations on the growth and
employment of the Soviet navy. At the same time, however, its appearance implied that
a significant element of the Soviet leadership appreciated the potential benefits to be de-
rived from the acquisition, maintenance and employment of a large and modern navy --
an appreciation that not only prevented limitations on the capabilities of the navy but
resulted in an increase in its use as an active instrument of Soviet state policy, during
and since publication of "Navies in War and Peace.”" The deployment of Soviet mine-
sweeping and salvage units to clear the ports in Bangladesh coincided with the appearance
of the initial installments of the series, and may well have been undertaken to make the
same points to the Soviet leadership in action language that Admiral Gorshkov was then
beginning to elaborate in Morskoi sbornik, The movement of a ballistic-missile sub-
marine to Cuba in April 1972 was probably intended to have an influence on the final SAL
negotiations, and possibly also undertaken as a further illustration of Admiral Gorshkov's
message. A firepower demonstration off the Egyptian coast in May 1972 was probably
part of a Soviet attempt to forestall the imminent expulsion of their forces from Egypt.

In 1973, after the publication of ""Navies in War and Peace, " the Soviet navy was inti-
mately involved in Arab world politics -- a visit of Admiral Gorshkov and a contingent

of ships to Iraq during the Iraq-Kuwait border conflict, and transport of Moroccan forces
to Syria in the months before the 1973 Arab-Israeli war,

There are no signs that these kinds of activities are abating, Taken together with the
evidence of Admiral Gorshkov's statement, it is clear that Western navies cannot ''rest
on their oars."
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NOTES

The complete text of "Navies in War and Peace" is published in translation in the
January through November 1974 issues of the U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings.

(Anonymous), "About the Journal Morskoi sbornik, " Morskoi sbornik, No. 2, 1973,
pp. 33-34; Fleet Admiral N. Sergeyev, "Friend and Advisor of Naval Officers, "
Morskoi sbornik, No. 3, 1973, pp. 17-22.

Capt. 1st Rank A.N,, Kramar, and Capt. 1st Rank S,M. Yefimov, "The New
Five Year Plan and Questions of Strengthening the Defense Capability of the
Country, " Morskoi sbornik, No. 8, 1971, pp. 3-9.

V. V. Zhurkin and Y. M. Primakov (eds.) Mezhdunarodnyye konflicty (Inter-
national Conflicts), "International Relations' Publishing House, Moscow, signed
to press: 15 August 1972 (translated in: JPRS 58443, 12 March 1973); V. M.
Kulish (Ed.), Voyennaya sila i mezhdunarodnyye otnosheniya (Military Force and
International Relations), "International Relations' Publishing House, Moscow,
signed to press 14 September 1972 (translated in: JPRS 58947, 8 May 1973).

For a detailed discussion of Soviet naval diplomacy and of the changing character
of Soviet naval deployments see Anne M. Kelly, "The Soviet Naval Presence
During the Iraq-Kuwaiti Border Dispute, March-April 1973, " CNA Professional
Paper 122, June 1974; Charles C. Petersen, "The Soviet Port-Clearing Operation
in Bangladesh, March 1972 - December 1973, " CNA Professional Paper 123,

June 1974; and Robert G. Weinland, '"Soviet Naval Operations -- Ten Years of
Change, " CNA Professional Paper 125, August 1974.
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ADVOCACY OF SEAPOWER IN AN INTERNAL DEBATE
Michael K. MccGwire

The Gorshkov series is primarily a polemic, which argues persuasively that the Soviet
Union needs a powerful navy. Its publication is politically significant and discloses the
existence of a major cleavage of opinion within the Soviet political and military leadership,
which extends beyond the navy's role to wider issues of peace and war and the nature and
style of Soviet foreign policy.

Gorshkovl is advocating an increase in naval strength, increased emphasis on the
peacetime role and the warfighting capability, and he favors a more assertive policy. He
does not want more stress placed on deterrent tasks, although he needs more and different
ships to discharge them effectively; there is a faint possibility that he might be in favor of
dropping the task of countering Polaris, which interferes most with an extended peacetime
role. His main concern is to get more surface ships, but he is also short of attack
submarines.

The most significant aspect of the Gorshkov series is the insight it provides to an
internal debate which reaches beyond the navy's role to the wider issues of peace and war,
and the nature and style of Soviet foreign policy.

The articles throw light on both sides of the debate and serve to identify important pro-
posals which are inimical to the navy's interests, and which Gorshkov is seeking to rebut.
Three which can be inferred are:

a. Agreement should be sought with the U.S. on the restrictions of naval operations,
probably including some form of mutual withdrawal from the Mediterranean.

b. The navy's and the fishing industry's interest in the freedom of the high seas and
in narrow territorial waters should be sacrificed in favor of gaining diplomatic
influence with Third World countries.

c. The allocation of resources to warship construction should not be increased, and
should preferably be reduced.

Michael K. MccGwire is Professor of Military and Strategic Studies at Dalhousie Univer-
sity, Halifax. He is author of The Soviet Union in Europe and the Near East, and many
articles on the Soviet Union and the Soviet navy. He is also general editor of Soviet Naval
Developments, a two-volume series.
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GORSHKOV IS ADVOCATING

My initial analysis, which concentrated on the content of the articles, concluded that
in their published form the series would serve both to advocate and to educate, but that the
underlying structure of the argument strongly suggested that their primary purpose was to
persuade.2 A wider ranging analysis lends support to this assessment. "Educate" includes

advocate” extends to argument and debate.

both "informing" and "laying-down a line;

It is unlikely that these articles were the primary vehicle for Gorshkov's arguments,
which possibly stem from a shorter, higher-staff paper. But advocacy can also educate,
and these articles could serve the dual purpose of advocating a certain policy within govern-
ment while establishing Gorshkov's line within the fleet.

There are several reasons for concluding that this series is not announcing a new de-
parture in Soviet policy, but reflects an internal policy debate which has probably been
underway for several years.

a. The most authoritative confirmation comes from a detailed comparison of the
statement by Gorshkov in his report on the XXIII Congress that "unified views
have been developed, ' with the editors introduction to this series in February 1972
which talks of “fostering the development of a unity of views."3

b. The only use of authenticating signals such as "the will of the Central Committee, "
concerns policy which is already clearly established and does not extend to the
new departures.

c. While Grechko's 1971 Navy Day article stressed the importance of the navy to
Russia in standard naval phraseology, the article gives no hint of a change along
the lines of Gorshkov's articles. There are indications of the opposite being the
case.

d. If Gorshkov was promulgating agreed doctrine, one would expect to find indications
of such a change of policy elsewhere in the Soviet press. Failing that, one would
have to assume that Gorshkov had been given the task of announcing a major shift
in foreign policy in Morskoi sbornik. This seems unlikely.

e. Without knowing the rules of the game, one might speculate that the publication of
this series falls into that period between Party congresses, when open discussion
of certain major policy issues is permitted. It does not fit the pattern of Party-
approved pronouncements.
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Further evidence that Gorshkov is advocating will emerge in the course of this analy-
sis. The opposite conclusion, that Gorshkov is in fact announcing a major shift in policy,
depends almost wholly on the assessment (based on precedent) that the Commander-in-
Chief of the navy would not himself get involved in a doctrinal dispute, but would use a
surrogate. The strength of this argument must depend on the issues involved. The pres-
ent series is unprecedented, and in such circumstances the evidence of 'precedent’' would
seem to lack force. It is however relevant to the political implications of Gorshkov's
advocacy.

THE DEBATE

The Wider Debate and Cleavage in High Political Circles

Gorshkov's introductory section implies that a debate is in prog-ress.5 There are
possible indications of a vertical cleavage of opinion reaching from the policy-making
level down to the naval commands. '

The unprecedented nature of the Gorshkov series and the fact that he is advancing a
thesis which appears to run against the decisions of the XXIV Party Congress, suggest
that he is not on his own. There would seem to be a vertical cleavage of opinion within
the leadership of which the naval argument is only part, albeit significant.6

It seems probable that at least some of the political arguments central to the debate
are addressed by Gorshkov in the section entitled "The Leninist Principles of Military
Science."7 It is sandwiched between sections on the October Revolution and the Civil
War, and its content is not directly relevant to either. Gorshkov stresses the contem-
porary validity and relevance of the ten principles which he chooses to discuss. These
are summarized below, each being followed by a possible inference which might be drawn,
on the assumption that the section is directed towards the present debate. The page and
paragraph number of the June issue are shown in brackets.

1. The outcome of an armed struggle depends not only on the army, but also on the
entire people, i.e., the rear, in the broadest sense of the word. (13/5) Possible
inference: defense must take precedence over other calls on the economy.

2. Not to master all weapons and means of combat which one's adversary has or
could have, is foolish or worse. (13/7) Possible inference: plans and procure-
ment must be based on enemy's capabilities.

3. Victory depends on the morale of those who have to do the fighting, and this derives
from the conviction that one's cause is worth dying for. (13/2) Possible inference:

detente will destroy the will to fight.
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10.

The supremacy of the policy of the Communist Party must be openly acknowledged.
(14/3) Possible inference: Gorshkov is on the same side as the Party ideologs.8

Lenin devoted a great deal of attention to the art of war, and above all to strategy,
which is inseparably linked to state policy. (14/6) Possible inference: military
force is a recommended instrument of policy.

The principles underlying victory are: (a) a local superiority at the decisive
moment” (b) mastery of all forms of combat (c) the combination of offense and
defense (d) surprise attacks (e) seizing and maintaining the initiative (f) high
military vigilance (g) the decisive offensive leading to the rout of the enemy.
(14/7) Possible inference: an argument for a more active and assertive military
policy.

The need for firmness and purposefulness in carrying out intended plans and the
falseness of any kind of wavering and indecisiveness at the crucial moment in
the struggle. (14/8) Possible inference: an argument against detente, and
against a reversal of the assertive forward policy decided at the XXIII Party
Congress.

The organized preparation of battle is the only way to reduce the possibility of
defeat in battle. (15/1) Possible inference: a nuclear war-fighting capability is
necessary.

The principles of strategy: (a) study your enemy's strengths and weaknesses
(b) predict his intentions (c) activeness and daring (d) purposefulness and flexi-
bility in plans (e) achieve local superiority in the main sectors (f) identify the
main threat at a given moment (g) decisiveness of action. Possible inference:
as for 6. above.

The principle of one man leadership, 1o centralism and a unity of wills from top
to bottom is the basis of correct and goal-oriented leadership. Possible infer-
ence: there is disagreement at the higher levels of political leadership.

One might be inclined to see the deployment of these ten principles as related to the
educational purpose of the series, except that they are so tucked away as to be ineffective
in this respect. In most ways, this section stands out as a massive non-sequitor, the only
justification for its location being historical chronology.11

Taking the section as a whole, Gorshkov could be interpreted as quoting Lenin in sup-
port of an assertive foreign policy based on military power. Detente as a political tactic
undermines fighting morale. Defense requirements must be based on the enemy's present
and future capabilities and must come before all others. The armed forces must be
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structured to fight and win a nuclear war if necessary. The more active foreign policy
should use surprise and local military superiority to exploit the adversary's weaknesses
and to seize and retain the initiative. Once the policy and plan of action have been de-
cided there must be no faltering, or political backsliding from the on-going struggle.
This echoes the tone of the whole series.

The fact that Gorshkov was able to run his own argument in eleven installments in
his own service journal strongly reinforces the other evidence of a major cleavage of
opinion within the Soviet leadership, which appears to extend into the foreign policy and
domestic fields. The navy's role is only one aspect of a wider debate about the question
of detente; about arms' control, limitation and mutual withdrawal; about East-West trade
and technological aid; about the importance of the Third World; and about a whole range of
defense issues concerning deterrence, the risk and likelihood of nuclear war, the type
and length of war, and other subjects which have been argued over for the last fifteen
years.

Brezhnev and Grechko appear on the opposite side of the cleavage to Gorshkov, who
is also identified with those who argue against detente. The recent changes in the Politburo
suggest that the former's opinions have prevailed, but this does not mean that Gorshkov's
forceful advocacy of seapower has been totally rejected in favor of the opposite viewpoint.
Although it appears probable that the Soviet navy has not been authorized the increase in
surface warship construction which Gorshkov considers essential,12 the employment of
existing naval forces is likely to reflect a compromise between the extreme positions,
biased in favor of arms limitation agreements and perhaps a less assertive operational
and deployment policy.

The cleavage of opinion seems to run vertically through various groups as well as
between them. With Gorshkov as a constant factor throughout the analysis it has been
possible to get some idea of where various attitudes, interests and individuals are placed
in relation to the cleavage. Despite the naval focus of this analysis it may be useful to
list these placings, emphasizing the tentative nature of the findings.

The opposing lists are not intended to be symmetrical. I have made no attempt at
comprehensiveness and I have avoided listing anti-theses except where this seemed justi-
fied by the analysis. Gorshkov appears to hold all the opinions listed under "his" side of
the cleavage; but there will be other opinions held by those on his side which he has not
brought out, as being irrelevant to his case.

The range of attitudes listed under the "other' side is somewhat wider and is inferred
both from the content and the fact of Gorshkov's argument. It is not implied that any one

person or institution holds all these opinions, but it gives some idea of how the interests
and attitudes might cluster. It is certainly not being suggested that Brezhnev and Grechko
subscribe to all these opinions.
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It is unavoidable that the lists should mainly comprise "attitudes’ rather than "inter-
ests, " since the evidence derives from one side of an on-going debate. For the same rea-
son it has been found both impractical and undesirable to present this information in tabular
form, since it would create a false impression of the symmetry and comprehensiveness of
the data.

On the same side of the cleavage as Gorshkov are the party ideologues == who hold
Leninist theories of military doctrine -- and the fishing industry -- who want to maintain
their rights under existing law of the sea. They believe:

— that military power decides the outcome of all international relations
— that mutual deterrence permits greater freedom of military action

— that the navy is an important instrument of state policy in peacetime

— in the involvement of Soviet forces to curb imperialist aggression in local
wars.

— that imperialist aggression is on the rise and will extend to ocean resources
— that the risk of escalation from local to nuclear war is low

— that the threat of a deliberate attack on the Soviet Union by the West continues
to be real

— that expenditure of defense must come before all else
— that if nuclear war comes, political objectives can still be achieved
— in Phase II of a nuclear war
— in the importance of a balanced fleet
— that the Soviet Union requires a world wide maritime capability
— that freedom of the high seas is important to Soviet interests
— that territorial waters should be limited to twelve miles.
They are against accommodation and detente with the West and arms limitation or con-

trol agreements. On the other side from Gorshkov are Brezhnev -- who proposed in June
1971 to limit naval operations -- and Grechko. In addition, Gorshkov is up against the
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intellectual defense establishment, some (or all) of the professional naval strategists, the
merchant fleet -- in competition for shipyard resources --, the air defense forces (PVO
Strany), and elements of the domestic economy.
These opponents believe:
— in the benefits of detente

— in the importance of Western technology and trade to the USSR

— that military power has low utility as an instrument of state policy outside
the Soviet Bloc

— in the value of arms control and limitations

— that an assertive naval policy has been counter productive

— that the risks of nuclear war are high

— that political objectives could not be achieved after nuclear war

— that the danger of a deliberate U.S. attack is negligible

— that the Soviet-U.S. confrontation risks nuclear war

— that protracted war at sea is impractical.

They include those who want to:

— give priority to the domestic economy over defense

— give priority to good relations with Third World countries

— align the Soviet position on the Law of the Sea closer to Third World interests

— reduce the Soviet Union's physical presence in the Third World;
those who are concerned about:

— the diplomatic isolation of the USSR

— the ideological implications of naval intervention
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—  the political costs of forward deployment
— the political costs of foreign bases
— the economic costs of a large navy;
and those who believe that the navy's tasks can be discharged:
— mainly by nuclear submarines and aircraft
— in large part by strategic surveillance and shore based missiles.

Some of Gorshkov's opponents appear to be within the navy. In his discussion of the
inter-war years, Gorshkov explicitly identifies two opposing schools of naval thought. A
misguided, defensively-oriented, narrowly defined strategy, which emphasized the defen-
sive use of submarines; and a correctly perceived, offensively-oriented outward-looking
strategy (which was not however adopted) A3 m drawing conclusions from World War II,
Gorshkov stresses the penalties of a narrowly defined mission and points out how Germany's
dependence on submarines forced her to adopt a defensive maritime strategy, and at the
same time brings out the advantages of a "balanced fleet. "14 Other less explicit references
reinforce the impression that in this series Gorshkov is trying to establish that there is a
correct, offensively-oriented strategy which relies on a properly balanced fleet; and a mis-
guided, defensively-oriented strategy which places primary reliance on submarines.

The actual existence of these two schools of thought within the Soviet navy is suggested
by Gorshkov's 1967 article in Morskoi sbornik, which reviews the development of Soviet
naval art. The greater part of this was devoted to criticizing the way Soviet naval strategy
developed between 1930 and 1955 (when he took over); one third of the article gave a more
extended treatment to the interwar years, drawing the same conclusions as to defensive

orientation, but without making the clear-cut distinction between goodies and badies. 15
It is significant that Gorshkov should consider it necessary to repeat this cautionary tale,

with greater explicitness, five years later. But more important is his discussion of the
post-1955 period, when he refers to the beginnings of a well-balanced fleet, which he de-
fines rather loosely as one which is effective in both nuclear and non-nuclear war, and can
secure state interests in peacetime. 10

The significance of Gorshkov's review derives from the article by Professor Admiral
Panteleev, published 12 months previously in February 1966, i.e., within the bracket of
"Party -approved pronouncements' relating to the XXIII Congress. This presents a dis-
tinctly different viewpoint to Gorshkov on amphibious operations and the battle of sea-
communications; more important, Panteleev appears to ridicule the notion that all types of
unit are needed in the fleet.17 Admiral Kharlamov, writing in the previous issue is more
ambiguous on this issue, but uses the same arguments as Panteleev about there being no
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need for large numbers of ships, or to concentrate forces,18 Gorshkov's 1967 article
shows signs of being a rebuttal to these and other arguments.

Ullman's independent research has established that during the 1960-62 defense debate
there were two schools of naval thought about the best method of meeting the requirement
to defend Russia against attack from the sea.l9 One favored a well-balanced mix of forces
-- submarines, aircraft and surface ships; the other considered that the Soviet navy could
discharge its mission if primary reliance was placed on nuclear submarines and aircraft.

We therefore have some evidence which might suggest that what was originally a dif-
ference of professional opinion in 1960-61 as how best to discharge the navy's mission, has
now developed, as the result of the shift to forward deployment, into a substantial profes-
sional disagreement about the size, shape and role of the Soviet navy.

There also seems to be debate within the higher defense community, as evidenced by
the scope of his articles, which go beyond purely naval concerns to questions of military
strategy.

Gorshkov's 1967 article is entitled ""The development of the Soviet naval art' and it
concentrates on the inter-war and post-war periods. The book, History of the Naval Art
devotes only two-thirds as much space to these periods, in two separate sections entitled
"The development of naval theory, 1921-41" and '"The post-war development of the Soviet
fleet and naval art."20 The subject matter is nominally the same, but the treatment is
very different. Gorshkov is highly critical of developments prior to the middle fifties,
after which he claims the first foundations of a ""balanced fleet." In contrast, the History
implies general approval of past developments, and at worst is non-committal. 21 The trans-
formation of the fleet into a ""balanced, harmoniously developed arm of the long-range
forces' is claimed, but in the explicit context of submarine and aircraft during the first
post-war decade .22 A discussion of the principles of mass and maneuver could be read as
having overtones of some of Panteleev's arguments.23 However, the conclusions on Soviet
post-war developments read very much like a standard ex-cathedra naval statement, and
refer to the present existence of a balanced fleet 24 The divergence between the two works
is particularly marked in the inter-war period, to which Gorshkov devotes three times as
much space (in a journal article) as does the History.

There is a comparable degree of divergence between his recent series and the History,
although Gorshkov stops short at the end of World War II, and avoids any detailed discussion
of post-war Soviet naval developments. Where the two works are covering the same ground
there are significant differences in emphasis, perhaps the most noticeable being Gorshkov's
handling of the struggle for sea-communications in World War II.

Although the Gorshkov series are only one quarter the length of the History, he devotes
twice as much space to the inter-war years. One third of this section discusses ""The
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Leninist principles of Soviet Military Science.” No reference is made to these principles
in History. It might be argued that these Leninist principles have been extracted from the
Historx into a more specialized work, (e.g., Marxism-Leninism on War and the Army),
except that the 1968 edition of Military Strategy shows similar signs of studied neglect. A
whole series of references in the first and second editions have been omitted from the
third, along with certain references to Frunze, another authority quoted by Gorshkov.

It would appear that these deletions must have some special significance, since they do
not affect the meaning of the text.

Apart from takingup such a disproportionately small part of the book, the naval con-
tent of Military Strategy is notable for its consistency throughout all three editions. The
1963 version reclassified the counter-Polaris task from "important"” to "'most important"
(i.e., on a par with the anti-carrier task) and discussed the operational requirement at
somewhat greater leng'ch.2 It also added a three-line reminder about joint operations in
the section on "Structuring the Armed Forces, " and a four-line paragraph about disrupting
enemy landings, in the ""Military Operations" section. 27 However, the largest addendum
was related to anti-carrier operations, which continue to precede counter-Polaris in the
text.28 None of this was altered in the 1968 edition,29 in which the major naval change was
the promotion of the Soviet missile-armed nuclear submarines to a par with the Strategic
Rocket Troops (SRT) throughout the book 30

The navy's objections to the first edition were mainly corrected in the 1963 version,
except that there was no increased emphasis on the role of surface ships.31 But although
the navy could complain that insufficient space was devoted to its affairs, the treatment of
its role, mission and tasks was factual, and reflected forseeable capabilities. What it
did not do was to discuss the navy's potential.

The scope of Gorshkov's articles makes them more properly comparable to the
Strategy than the History, and it could be argued that he wrote the series as a way of
breaking out from the army's total preoccupation with continental war. Although Military
Strategy defines various kinds of war, 2 the only one discussed in operational terms is
nuclear-missile general war. In the 1963 edition, the authors state that the Soviet Union
helps oppressed people in their struggle with imperialism "'not only ideologically and polit-
ically, but materially as well, " and adds in the 1968 edition that "the USSR will render,
when it is necessary, military (voennaya) support as well;" but there is no discussion as
to how this might be done.

It is hard to be certain where Gorshkov stood in 1960-61, 4 but there would seem to be
sufficient evidence to suggest that by 1966 at least, he was in disagreement with members
of the intellectual defense establishment, who have a large say in the formulation of mili-
tary doctrine, which is "wholly oriented toward the future.”3° This is not to suggest a total
rift; but certainly a divergence of opinion which was and is sufficiently serious for Groshkov
to take the rather extreme step of setting out his ideas at considerable length, invoking
Party Holy Writ in his support.
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What may be one of Groshkov's major points is contained in a rather obscure para-
graph, which takes up one tenth of the substantive part of his final conclusions. This
point indicates the debate within the political leadership.

I interpret him to be saying that maritime power is not some all-purpose commodity
which one buys by the ton, but that its type and quality stem directly from a country's per-
ception of its particular requirements for maritime power, and from the naval policy it
decides to adopt.36 From this I infer him to be saying that the leadership must make a
conscious decision on the future role of naval power in Soviet foreign policy, and they must
not expect to be able to rely on the by-products of a policy tailored to deterrence and
nuclear-missile war. Earlier in the series Gorshkov stresses the adverse effects of a
narrowly defined mission and task-specific forces.37

Gorshkov points out that "like a red thread running through all of Lenin's directives,
letters and orders, runs the idea of the need for firmness and purposefulness in carrying
out intended plans, and of the falseness of any kind of wavering and indecisiveness at the
crucial moments of the struggle. 38 1 would judge this to be a serious contemporary
charge, although it is not clear whether it concerns naval, defense or foreign policy ob-
jectives.

Throughout the series Gorshkov stressed how the imperialists have always fostered
the false impression that Russia is a land power with no requirement for a large navy,"
but that from the earliest days, the Soviet leadership perceived the re?uirement for a
powerful fleet*0 whereas Tsarist regimes never grasped the lesson.?

Both Gorshkov and Military Strategy bring in at an early stage Lenin's dictum that
"politics is the reason, and war is the instrument, and not the other way around. Con-
sequently it only remains to subordinate the military point of view to the political.' But
only Gorshkov goes on to say that in the past the outcome of foreign policy negotiations
has depended on relative military power.42 He returns to stress this point in the course
of his historical review.

Together with the whole thrust and flavor of the Gorshkov series, these specific points
suggest that he is involved in an argument at the national policy level. This is supported by
more direct evidence of disagreement over whether or not naval arms limitation is in
Russia's interests. In June 1971, following diplomatic soundings, Brezhnev offered nego-
tiations with the U.S. on mutual limitations of naval deployment. 44 1n his articles (written
after Brezhnev's initiative), Gorshkov brings out how the Western powers have continuallX
sought to use arms limitation treaties to retain their maritime superiority in peacetime. 5
Although this is nominally advanced as evidence of the importance of navies in general, I
would infer that Gorshkov is arguing that such agreements work in the dominant power's
interests.
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The Debate Clarifies Soviet Naval Developments

Analysis of the Gorshkov series also throws light on the events and pronouncements of
the last twelve years, and this clarifies the background to the current debate. The Soviet
Union embarked on the construction of a large, conventional navy after the war, and then
abruptly altered course in 1954 to place primary reliance on long-range cruise missiles
fitted to surface ships, diesel submarines and aircraft.

In 1955, Khrushchev brought 45 year old Gorshkov to Moscow to implement a new op-
erational concept which had been strongly opposed by the former Commander-in-Chief of
the navy. The concept relied on the reach and payload of long-range cruise missiles
(which had still to be developed) to substitute for tactical mobility and mass, in order to
release resources from warship construction to the domestic economy. The building of
cruisers was halted in mid-course, the mass-production of medium-type diesel subma-
rines was sharply tapered to a halt, and while the destroyer, escort and sub-chaser pro-
grams ran their full course, their successor classes were put back four years. At this
same period, the fighter elements of the naval air force were transferred to the PVO Strany.

The concept of operations was predicated on engaging the enemy carrier groups within
range of shore-based air cover, and envisaged a coordinated missile attack by strike air-
craft, diesel submarines and light cruisers. These units would begin to enter service in
1962. However, by 1958 the basic premise had been falsified and a further change of plans
became necessary; it was decided to go for an all-submarine solution. This implied nuclear
propulsion, and plans to treble production capacity were put in hand, for increased deliveries
from 1968 onwards. The missile cruiser and SSG programs were cancelled, the latter's
missile systems being used to reconfigure the second generation of ballistic-missile units
to SSGN.

Khrushchev's new deterrence-based defense policy announced in January 1960 had little
impact on naval interests. It reaffirmed the navy's contribution to the strategic strike
forces. It also confirmed that submarines would provide the defense against attack from
distant sea-areas, but that otherwise the navy was not intended to challenge the West's
world-wide maritime capability.

It was a very different matter when, some 18 months later, the decision was reached
that the navy must deploy forward in a damage limitation role; I suspect that the army-
dominated leadership did not fully perceive the implications of what they were demanding.48
The navy was being required to discharge continuously in peacetime what were essentially
wartime tasks, in sea areas which were remote from Soviet bases and were dominated by
their potential adversaries. The areas of most immediate concern were the South Nor-
wegian Sea and the Eastern Mediterranean.
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The navy was ill-equipped and ill-prepared for such a radical adjustment of role, =
and while the army continued to argue about the way a nuclear missile war would be fought,
it seems likely that the navy's prior concern was twofold:0 (a) the type of forces it needed
to discharge this new and demanding task, and (b) the vulnerability of its forces on distant
deployment.51

At the beginning of 1962, the Soviet navy had reached a low ebb. Surface ship deliveries
were recommencing after a 4 year hiatus, but the building rate of the destroyer-size ship
would only average 23 units a year throughout the sixties. The design concept of the missile
cruiser had been found inadequate and the programs curtailed or modified. Diesel subma-
rine deliveries were down to 8 a year.

Technological deficiencies had also exacted their toll. The first generation of nuclear
submarines and of SLBM had both proved to be inadequate for their designed role of strate-
gic delivery; the second generation of nuclear submarines had been configured to SSGN,
using an unproven missile-system designed for a restricted geographical scenario; the
means of providing the system with target location data had yet to be developed.

By this date preliminary design and procurement for the 1970 delivery of the follow-on
destroyer-size class (Krivac) would have been in hand, the two programs for major con-
version to SAM-armed ASW ship would have been authorized. Specifications for the Kara
probably date from 1961, but the actual construction of this class, and the fate of the exist-
ing ASW helicopter-cruiser program had yet to be decided.”2

Gorshkov and his First Deputy had been elected full Members of the Central Committee
by the XXII Party Congress in October 1961, and in April 1962 he was promoted Fleet Ad-
miral and named a Deputy Defense Minister. Despite these signs of favor it appears that
it was not until 1963-64 that the Soviet leadership was finally convinced that the Mediter-
ranean deployment would require a substantial surface component with high survivability,
demanding additional new construction.”* It was probably at this period that authority was
given (a) to build both Kara and Krivac, using facilities already assigned to naval con-
struction,”” and (b) to complete two Moskva's and build a much larger class of air-capable
ship, for delivery in 1973-74. 56

By 1965, it would seem that the navy's interests were receiving due attention.57 Fur-
thermore a new family of nuclear submarines was due to begin entering service in 1968, at
the increased rate decided ten years previously. However, the SSBN configuration would
take half the annual production.

Directly related to the requirement for surface ships was the question of forward sup-
port, and by 1965 it was clear that, lacking the necessary afloat support,59 the Soviet
Mediterranean Squadron would require access to base facilities in the area. This require-
ment, coupled with the increased allocation of resources to naval surface construction, coin-
cided with other developments such as the rising U.S. involvement in Vietnam, the Soviet
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decision to supply Haiphong by sea and the announcement of the Poseidon program.61 These
and other factors©2 may have decided the new leadership to capitalize on the enforced pres-
ence of Soviet naval units in distant sea areas, and led to a significant elaboration of the
functions of forward deployment.63 Along with "marking" nuclear strike units, the navy
was to contest the West's unhindered use of the seas for the projection of military power;
this new departure was probably outlined at the XXIII Party Congress in March 1966.64
Soviet naval forces were to adopt a more assertive (even truculent) posture, but to be
effective, this would require more ships on station and continuous deployment; this re-
quired bases. In May, Gorshkov accompanied Kosygin on a visit to Egypt, reportedly
seeking base facilities.

Several new classes of warship were to begin delivery in 1967-6866 and this may have
determined when the new policy could be implemented. 1967 was the 50th Anniversary of
the Revolution, and in his retrospective article in February's Morskoi sbornik, Gorshkov
went to great lengths to point out how misguided had been the defensively oriented policies
which had pertained until the middle fifties, which is when he took over. On April 24th at
Karlovy Vary, Brezhnev demanded the withdrawal of the Sixth Fleet from the Mediterranean,
and this signalled a sharp rise in the navigational intransigence of Soviet warships in the
Mediterranean and the Sea of Japan.68 The exact origins of the Arab-Israeli war are still
obscure69 but certain dates are clear: the six day war, 5-11 June; 9 July, Soviet warships
berth in Alexandria and Port Said to provide "protection" against Israeli attack; in October,
Gorshkov is promoted to Admiral of the Fleet of the Soviet Union .70

By luck rather than good management, and with considerable help from Western com-
mentators, the Soviet navy emerged from these events with their international reputation
established, and their operational capability in the Mediterranean greatly increased. Others
were less fortunate. The army's prestige took a heavy blow. And the merchant fleet,
whose Black Sea ports were the supply points for Vietnam and Pacific Russia, was forced
to use the Cape Route and to increase foreign charters; this represented a substantial loss
in hard currency earnings J1

The Soviet navy continued to discharge its deterrent tasks, there was a progressive
build-up in the Mediterranean Squadron, and growing political demands for the withdrawal
of the Sixth Fleet. But from 1968, there was also increasing use of naval units for specif~
ically political purposes in more distant parts of the world; the Indian Ocean from 1968,
the Caribbean and West Africa from 1969 and S. E. Asia in 1970. As Weinland points out,
their successes (or lack of failures) was due to caution, discretion and luck.”2  But these
qualities do not sail ships, and operationally the Soviet navy was severely overstretched.

Throughout the 1960's the operational demands being levied on the navy rose inexorably,
with a sharp increase after 1967. But ocean-going new-construction was joining the fleet at
a relative trickle’3 and the problem of the block-obsolescence of the large post-war classes
was becoming increasingly obtrusive.’4 Not only was the navy severely overstretched but

-34-




in terms of relative capabilities, it was falling behind the West. By 1970, Gorshkov

could point out that during the previous 12 years, the navies of Russia's potential enemies
had taken delivery of two to three times the number of major combatants as had the Soviet
navy; if account were taken of size and combat capability, the disparity was more like
three or four to one. The West huilt' more attack carriers during the period than the Soviet
Union huilt missile-cruisers, and until 1968, was outbuilding her in nuclear submarines.”

Notwithstanding the higher rate of surface deliveries after 1970, Soviet warship new
construction would still be insufficient to meet the replacement requirements of all four
fleets and the growing commitment to distant deployment. If the Soviet Union wished to
continue using her navy in peacetime to counter the West's nuclear strike capability, and
to inhibit their projection of military power, she waould have to provide the necessary ships.
This would require a substantial and sustained increase in the construction of ocean-going
surface ships, and the choice of whether to rely on base facilities in foreign states, or to
be totally self-sufficient; the latter would require even more ships.

This was a very fundamental decision, both in terms of resource allocation and of
basic foreign policy and military doctrine; and it was one which would have to be decided
before the XXIV Party Congress in March 1971. It was grobably with this in mind that
Gorshkov staged the_Qkean demonstration in April 1970, 6 which had the Soviet navy exer-
cising in four distant seas, and then dispersing to visit ports around the seaboard. The
Western press helped with the publicity and he had a bit of luck in the Indian Ocean, where
the exercise detachment was available to lend the support of its military presence to the
Government of Somalia, and produce an outcome favorable to Russia's interests.

Gorshkov's luck then left him, and events began to run against the thesis that naval
power would be a cost-effective instrument of Soviet policy. Among the developments in
1970 which could have worked against this idea were:

a. The requirement to install a Russian-manned air-defense system in Egypt to pro-
tect Soviet interests, not least the naval base and naval air facilities.

b. The Jordanian crisis in October, when the U.S. showed no signs of being inhibited
by the Soviet squadron, but sent in additional units and operated this overwhelming
force freely in the Eastern Mediterranean.”?

c. The growing signs of a fundamental shift in U.S. policy towards China.80

d. The budgetary evidence that the Soviet navy's high visibility was strengthening the
hands of those advocating a ""Blue Water" foreign policy for America, over those
who favored reduced U.S. commitments.

e. The increasingly negative reaction among unaligned countries in the Mediterranean
and Indian Ocean, to the introduction of super-power naval confrontation into those

sea areas.
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On the basis of Marshal Grechko's 1971 Navy Day article in Morskoi sbornik, which I
assume stems from the XXIV Party Congress, it would seem that Gorshkov did not get the
decision he sought. 1 Grechko does not in any way play down the Soviet Union's very real
requirement for a navy, or its vital role in the country's defense, and he mentions the role
of securing state interests, But the initial discussion covers all branches of the armed
forces, the nuclear submarines being bracketed with the Strategic Rocket Troops, and the
navy as a whole comes last. The emphasis is on the navy in war and on deterring attack
on Russia. Certain nuances may be significant.

a. Okean is described as demonstrating the navy's readiness to repel attacks on
Russia, and to launch its own strikes.

b. Only three components of Qkean receive special mention, (1) submarines, (2)
naval aviation (3) the landings in the Arctic, with submarines singled out for a
paragraph on their own.82 The non-mention of surface ships, by far the most
numerous component in terms of individual units and personnel, would seem
pointed.

c. The reference to "U.S. imperialism" is limited to S. E. Asia, confidence being
expressed that freedom-loving people will win out through their own efforts,
Soviet support being limited to "fraternal air."83

This would seem to read very differently than the Gorshkov series.

The Crux of the Naval Debate and Its Current Status

The five-yearly Party Congresses provide a deadline within the planning process,
which encourages the finalizing of longer-term policy decisions during the preceding
months, and provides the occasion for announcing Party-approved decisions; public pro-
nouncements around these periods are likely to reflect these decisions. Neither of
Gorshkov's statements come within this category, each appearing eleven months after the
preceding Congress (XXIII - March 1966, XXIV - March 1971). They do however conform
to the same policy-making cycle and they also fit the "decision periods" for naval procure-
ment.84 It is relevant that an article about the decisions of the XXIII Congress appeared
over Gorshkov's name in the May 1966 issue of Morskoi sbornik,85 but there was no simi-
lar article by Gorshkov after the XXIV Congress. Instead (?), the article in Marshal
Grechko's name appeared in July (Navy Day) 1971 issue 86

It would appear that during the period preceding the XXIII Congress in 1966, the
Soviet leadership decided to adopt a more assertive naval policy, which began to be
implemented in May 1967. The results appear to have exceeded expectations, and during
the next two or three years, this new instrument of policy was exercised with increasing
frequency and contimied success.
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However, it would seem that by 1970, two kinds of costs were becoming apparent.
A very wide range of political costs, both present and future. And the economic costs of
the immediate and substantial increase in naval construction, which would be required to
support a forward naval policy without undue risk. It would appear that from 1969 onwards
there has been an increasing argument about whether the benefits of an assertive forward
naval policy outweighed these costs.

While the Gorshkov series has concentrated on the role of the navy, the crux of the
naval debate will have been the future building programs. By 1971, decisions would have
been taken on the type and scale of new construction for delivery at the beginning of the
eighties, and on production runs during the rest of the seventies. Although it appears that
Gorshkov's full requirements were not included in the 8th Five Year Plan, the fact that he
was able to run his own argument in eleven installments in his own service journal suggests
that in February 1973 the wider political debate, of which the navy's future role was only a
part, was still not closed.

We do not know exactly what Gorshkov asked for in the way of new construction. He
would need a substantial amount just to stay where he was and he may well have had to
fight quite hard not to have existing building rates reduced. To remedy the many deficien-
cies in his existing capability would need a great deal more, and it seems likely that
Gorshkov argued for a substantial increase in the allocation of yard capacity to naval con-
struction, without which his requirement for more ships could not be met.

This requirement would have gone to the very heart of the Soviet planning and decision
making process; it would have been of fundamental significance to a wide spread of interests
in the Soviet Union, compared to which the navy's role is of narrow and limited concern.
But as Gorshkov pointed out in his conclusions, the Soviet leadership must first make the
political decision on the role of the navy, and all others will follow from that.87

Current construction reflects old decisions and throws no light on the current debate,
and we will have to wait several years for shipyard evidence of what was decided. But on
the basis of official pronouncements made around the time of the XXIV Congress it would
appear that the 8th Five Year Plan did not include all that Gorshkov asked for; but neither
were naval allocations cut back.88

Gorshkov may have been unsuccessful in influencing the current Plan but the evidence
of the present series suggests that by the end of 1971 the argument was still not closed and
he still had hopes of changing the longer term verdict, which would take effect in the 9th
Five Year Plan.

-37-




The Subjects of the Naval Policy Debate

The Gorshkov series can provide little firm evidence on Soviet naval policy, since we
do not know what parts of his argument have been accepted or rejected. The most that can
legitimately be inferred from these articles are the parameters of the debate on specific
issues, and even here, it must be allowed that Gorshkov may have adjusted his arguments
to ensure maximum support. It would also be unwise to try to draw conclusions from this
series on detailed operational concepts and the employment of forces. Gorshkov is arguing
at a more general level about the need for navies in war and peace, and his articles do not
discuss the development of the post-war navy and the art of naval warfare.

There appear to be spectrums of opinion on a range of related issues. These axes of
opinion include trust/distrust in the efficacy of deterrence, the possibility /impossibility of
fighting and winning a nuclear war; a belief in the likelihood of a short/long war, the con-
ventional forces would have no role/a substantial role to play, and the nuclear missiles
are/are not a universal weapon system; the need for superiority/sufficiency in strategic
systems and the willingness/unwillingness to risk nuclear war to achieve objectives.89

There is also discussion about the possibility of limited non-nuclear war and local
war, but the latter do not receive the same attention as nuclear-missile war.

If one dare generalize on such a broad range of issues, one might say that Soviet policy
tends to occupy an extended middle ground on most of these issues, trying to cover the
broadest range of possibilities. The main exception concerns the risk of nuclear where
the tendency, so far, has been towards extreme caution.

Besides the tactical and technical disagreements as to the best way of discharging
specific naval tasks, individual attitudes towards the main issues of global war have con-
ditioned professional opinion within the fleet:

e  Should there be a task-specific or a general purpose navy? This question hasbeen
argued since the 1920's within the navy, but the outcome has usually been dictated by the
political realities of the nature of the threat and competing demands on industrial capacity.
Gorshkov claims that he has been a generalist since the thirties, but the decisions taken
between 1954-58 were aimed at a highly task-specific fleet, and have since had to be rad-
ically revised 20 The shift to forward deployment since 1961 and the requirement to sur-
vive in a hostile maritime environment has re-opened this whole question.

e Can nuclear-missiles do it all? The extreme position has been that shore
based missiles can dispose of most naval units, using target data provided by external
means.91 As the theoretical potential of surveillance systems and the accuracy of long-
range missiles improve, it seems likely that this option will become increasingly attrac-
tive to those who wish to cut back on naval forces.?2 The more generally accepted
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position is that missile-armed nuclear submarines and aircraft are the main striking
force of the fleet, the former covering targets on land and at sea.

e Can nuclear submarines and aircraft do it all? The 1957-58 decisions appear
to have been predicated on the belief that they could, but this was revised in 1963-64. Their
Mediterranean deployment suggests they can't. But there would seem to be those who argue
that they can in fact do allthat needs to be done .93

e Can the sea-based air threat be left to the PVO Strany? It seems likely that
the Soviet Union underestimated the problems of countering Polaris at sea, having been
misled by their own rather unsuccessful SSBN.4 1t is possible that the task is now under
attack as being unrealistic.95 Why should sea-launched strikes warrant special treatment.

® What is the best ASW platform? In the early sixties there was considerable
discussion on the relative merits of the aircraft, submarine and surface ship, with the
latter getting a surprisingly large body of support.

@ Opinions on the importance of ocean communications relate to ideas on
whether a nuclear war will be brief or protracted. It has been included in Military Strategy
as one of the four main tasks.96 In the current series Gorshkov devotes a disproportionate
amount of space to this aspect of World War I and 11.97

e There is nowlittle disagreement on the need and practicability of tactical
amphibious operations in nuclear war although Gorshkov states that the army was slow in
appreciating the navy's potential contribution.?8 There might be some discussion on the
need for a long-range assault lift, but it would be hard to substantiate on the evidence
available.

e In 1967, Gorshkov was emphatic that the carrier was highly vulnerable, and
that the Soviet decision not to invest in this type of ship had been completely vindicated.??
This was only six months before Moskva ran sea trials, by when procurement for the Kiev
class would have been in hand, but the context suggests he was referring specifically to
strike-carriers. Inthe current series Gorshkov says nothing about carriers. He does
however stress the importance of naval-subordinated aviation in his analysis of World
War I1.100 A 1972 article based on Western developments concludes that naval aviation
will continue to play an important role for a long time and that the proportion of carrier to
land-based aircraft is rising.

e Everyone is for balanced fleets, but this is a plastic term which does not imply
a specific mix of capabilities, but rather the ability to discharge certain unspecified tasks.102
There would seem to be considerable room for argument both about the extensiveness of
these tasks and the degree of which they must be discharged.
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There appears to have been little public debate (as opposed to pronouncement) about
the role of the navy in distant sea areas, apart from its mission of "defending the home-
land against attack from the sea.” Gorshkov does however stress repeatedly that the role
of the Soviet navy is completely different to that of the imperialist fleets.103

® The defense of state interests is an elastic term, whose limits I suspect have
yet to be officially defined.104 In the recent series Gorshkov used it in a way which could
suggest Soviet military intervention in local wars involving Western powers 105 It seems
likely that a central issue of the current debate is just what should be categorized as "state
interests, " and how far should the Soviet Union be prepared to go in promoting or protecting
them.

v e For several years, it has been claimed that the presence of Soviet naval units
/ in distant waters increases the Soviet Union's prestige and influence,106 and Gorshkov.

\ lends added stress with historical examples of the Russian navy in the Mediterranean.
This view may not be unanimous. There is evidence of Soviet disillusionment over the
return on their investment in arms supplied to the Third World, where in many cases the
cost/benefit balance has been negative.108 There may also be those who question whether
the benefits of forward naval deployment outweigh the political (let alone the economic)
costs, particularly when the availability of naval forces in times of crisis is contingent on
general war tasks.109 It is noticeable that port visits are made selectively and mainly to
client states.110

e There has been no discussion of the need for overseas bases, the avowed pur-
pose of port visits being to show friendship and support.l11 The requirement is however
clearly demonstrated by Soviet naval activity, particularly in the Mediterranean and the
Indian Ocean, and it can be argued that the navy's requirement for shore-related support
facilities has been a primary consideration in the formulation of Soviet policy in certain
regions.112 Gorshkov outlines the requirements for afloat support (underway included) in
the present series.113

These issues cut across several lines -- party vs. professionals, defense vs. domestic,
and the navy vs. the rest. The continual hauling and veering in the party-professional re-
lationship is well documentedl14 and some analysts consider that political control over the
military has increased in both scale and intensity.l15 One of the points which Gorshkov
reiterates in both the historical and contemporary analysis, is the complexity of the process
of formulating naval requirements, of the need for sound organization and technological
forecasting, and how the traditional approach has always led to error and sometimes dis-
aster.116 This could be seen as an argument for leaving the size and shape of the navy to
be determined by the professionals. He also stresses the point which he has made in the
past that relative naval strength cannot be assessed by relative numbers;117 this could be
used in support of several very different arguments.




Some degree of competition must exist between the defense industries and all other
sectors of the economy, either directly or indirectly. Navies have always been the most
dependent of the armed services on the level of industrial development, and its demands
on the economy have been correspondingly greater. Warship construction is an assembly
industry, whose requirements for material and equipment reach across the full span of
light and heavy industry, competing for scarce resources and skills. The navy is in direct
competition with the Soviet merchant and fishing fleets for shipbuilding resources, and a
substantial proportion of the latters' tonnage is built outside Russia. All three fleets can
be considered as potential instruments of state policy in peacetime.

The Soviet leadership has traditionally placed a high value on national security; yet
shipyard capacity was transferred from naval to commerical construction in the middle
fifties, and all except one of the newly built yards have been laid out for the assembly of
merchant ships.

In his brief concluding paragraphs Gorshkov observes that powerful navies can only be
established by coastal states having the necessary resources and a developed economy.1 18
The significance is not clear, unless he is implying that a naval arms race would only in-
volve Russia and the U.S. Earlier, he emphasized the Soviet Union's military economic
potential and, seemingly out of context, unless he was thinking of protracted blockade, the
country's almost inexhaustible reserves of energy, raw materials and food.119

One should be chary of imputing inter-service alignments and rivalries on the grounds
of apparent common interests. The Soviet navy probably sees the overwhelming size of the
army in general, and the ground forces in particular, as being mainly a drawback, but
otherwise it is not self-cvident where interests will clash or coincide. In functional terms
the navy's tasks and capabilities span those of the other four services (Gorshkov makes
this same point),120 but alignments will depend in part on whether the argument is mainly
about what priority should be given a certain functional task, or about who should discharge
it. The method of budgeting will also have considerable influence. If' "defense" is allocated
a fixed global sum, then it may be that a common army/navy belief (and hence professional
interest) in the likelihood of protracted nuclear war, will conflict with the navy's institutional
interest in ground-force reductions.121

Gorshkov argues that within the armed forces, navies are growing in relative impor-
tance,122 and that naval forces are better able to withstand the effects of nuclear weapons
than are ground forces.l 23 He points out that while the army has always been predominant
in Russia, the relative utility of different branches of the armed forces can and does fluc-
tuate depending on circumstances.124 But I get the impression that he has been careful to
avoid implying that the navy should grow at the expense of the ground-forces, and to show
deliberate deference to the army's historical role and comt2mporary interests.l2
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The role of the ballistic missile submarine in destroying targets on land had been
announced by 1958,126 but their limited capability meant that the potential qualification of
this force to sexve as 2 component of the Soviet strategic deterrent was not formally ac-
knowledged until 1966,12’ and Gorshkov implies that it is still not fully ﬂedged.128 He
generally links his SSBN force with the Strategic Rocket Troops, but makes one specific
reference to the inherent advantages of sea- over land-based systems.l However, the
general thrust of Gorshkov's argument makes it unlikely that he is fighting for a larger
share of the strategic delivery role.130

The air force (as opposed to aviation) is hardly mentioned, but using the German fail-
ure in the Battle of the Atlantic as his example, Gorshkov stresses that the air component
must be subordinated to naval command,131 and returns to this example in the final sec-
tion to emphasize the need for maritime aviation.132 This might suggest some conflict over

the subordination of air support. On a different subject, there is no significant reference to
the PVO Strany.

Seemingly inconsequential parts of the Gorshkov series make better sense if we allow
that he is making a substantial number of debating points; these are important indicators
of the scope of argument. One can perhaps identify four main categories: (1) Reassure
those who have doubts but are still uncommitted, (2) Rally support by emphasizing doctrinal -
respectability, (3) Rebut earlier attacks on his case and personal record, and (4) Attack
certain opposing viewpoints by analogy.

I would judge that the "Attacks™ are relatively few, and in general Gorshkov gives the
impression of avoiding unnecessary provocation and of being careful not to antagonize
whole groups or interests.

Gorshkov takes care in his introductory paragraph to reassure the other branches of
the armed forces that he is not implying that naval forces have "any sort of unique impor-
tance . . . in modern armed combat.""133

On the evidence of the articles, he could also be concerned to reassure other interests
who think that his proposals will run across their own policies or beliefs. Most of his re-
assuring arguments also serve his general thesis:

e International prestige has a high value, and there are those in the Soviet Union
who argue that the supply of arms to the Third World has resulted, on balance, in a loss of
Soviet prestige;134 is it not likely that direct naval involvement will have the same results?
Asserting the contrary to be true, Gorshkov supports his case with examples drawn from
200 years of Russian history, right through to the present time.135
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e A more assertive naval policy has overtones of gunboat diplomacy; this could
lead the Soviet Union into ideological error, besides losing them the whip of imperialism
for use against the West. Gorshkov stresses that what he is advocating is completely dif-
ferent to how the imperialists use their fleets, and this is one of the ten points he brings
out in his conclusions.!

e "The struggle . . . cannot be decided by blows at the periphery . . . . The
complete victory of socialism . . . will come . . . by demonstrating its superiority as a
social system. . .""137 Gorshkov stresses the navy's role as a show case for the Soviet
system and its economic might, and goes out of his way to use a rather obscure quotation
from Engels in suppor1:.1

e Gorshkov makes several points which would defuse the concern that Western
maritime preponderance is too great: (1) Strength is no longer related to numbers and
size139 (2) Forecasting requirements is a complex art with war as the test; the West have
a record of failure; the Soviet Navy has mastered the art.140 (3) the aim is not to chal-
lenge the U.S. Navy for worldwide domination, but to be able to achieve local superiority
when required.l4l (4) Only the U.S. now has the economic and industrial capacity to
match Soviet naval building.142 (5) The Soviet Union has unlimited resources and her
economic record shows that she can do this.!43

® There is no hint that the policy Gorshkov is advocating would require a sub-
stantial increase in the numbers of surface warships and a major reallocation of resources
to their construction. It might seem that he deliberately plays down this issue, as when
he mentions that Russia needed four fleets, in a footnote aside after Tsushima. 144 yig
stress on capability not being a function of numbers would have the same effect.

In addition to the ten Leninist principles referred to in the earlier section, Gorshkov
seeks to emphasize that there is not ‘n§ radical in what he is advocating, but that it is sup-
ported both by the lessons of history14 and by established doctrine, with particular stress
on the axiom that victory can be achieved by the coordinated use of all branches of the armed

forces.

Both from this series and from his 1967 article, one might draw the conclusion that
Gorshkov is concerned to establish (or defend) his reputation as a "Naval Thinker." Evi-
dence that he does not see eye-to-eye with the navy's professional strategists was discussed
earlier in this paper147 and of course the abrupt and major changes of course since he
took over may well have raised doubts about his long-range naval judgment.

It appears that Gorshkov has been attacked concerning "command of the sea, " which
Soviet doctrine has long categorized as a "worthless theory, "' this assessment being re-
confirmed by the experience of World War 11148 Discussing the inter-war period,
Gorshkov links those who supported the ""command of the sea” theory with an offensively
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oriented school of thought while the "small war" school was defensively oriented, and he
claims that the accepted interpretation of the term implied local superiority. From
this one might infer that Gorshkov has been accused of advocating a navy which could
achieve "command of the sea’ in Mahan's terms. Gorshkov refutes this charge.

By cutting short his survey at 1945, Gorshkov avoids criticizing the development of
the post-war navy, which he attacked so strongly in his 1967 article. The latter must
have antagonized a number of senior officers, both retired and still serving, particularly
since the personal claims he advanced by implications, were not factually correct.150
By comparison, there is very little "they were wrong and I was right" in this series. He
does however deliberately attack on three fronts, making use of established perjorative
classifications:

e Tsarists and fools persistently fail to perceive Russia's need for a powerful
fleet. 15! Imperialists have deliberately fostered the idea that she does not need a navy.152
For reasons of geography and politico-economic status,153 it is self-evident that the
Soviet Union requires a large navy, and those who argue otherwise must be tarred with
the same brush.

e The explicit attack that there is wavering, and weakening of purpose is only
made through Lenin's principles,ls4 but historical analogies may also have been drawn.155
Reflection of this charge can perhaps be seen in one of the concluding paragraphs where
Gorshkov credits the Central Committee with "unflagging'' attention to (inter alia) increas-
ing the country's maritime power.156

e His defensive orientation is made explicit in his discussion of the opposing
schools of naval thought in the thirties,157 and he would seem to link this defensive orien-
tation with narrowly defined missions, and primary reliance on submarines.} 58

GORSHKOV'S ARGUMENT AND HIS VIEW OF THE NAVY

In the course of his historical survey and contemporary review, Gorshkov develops
an argument of which the general points relevant to this analysis are:

a. It is military power which determines the outcome of interstate interactions.

b. Naval strength has always been a necessary attribute of great power status;
Russia has always suffered when she neglected her naval strength. For a wide
range of reasons (geographic, economic, political) the Soviet Union needs a
powerful navy.

c. The relevance and importance of navies as a means of achieving political objectives
in peace and war is continuing to increase. The inherent attributes of naval forces
have projected them to the forefront of contemporary means of combat.
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d. These attributes lend themselves to protecting a country's interests beyond its
border. Naval forces have a unique capacity to demonstrate the state's economic
and military might, and to project military power, in peacetime.

e. The Soviet navy has a vital contemporary role as a means of deterring and waging
war, and as an instrument of state policy in peacetime. The main strength of the
Soviet navy lies in its nuclear submarine force and its missile-armed aircraft,
but to properly discharge its tasks in peace and war it also requires a wide range
of surface types and sufficient air support.

These general points are all made quite explicitly, and since their repeated elabora-
tion takes up the greater part of the series, no purpose is served by quoting any specific
reference. But this advocacy of "seapower, " although central to Gorshkov's case, repre-
sents only one part of the whole debate.

The argument centers on the size and composition of the Soviet Navy with Gorshkov
advocating a larger and better balanced fleet, which he justifies in terms of missions and
tasks in peace and war. I infer him to say in one of his final conclusions that the political
leadership must make a conscious decision on the future role of naval power in Soviet for-
eign policy; and they must not expect to be able to rely on the by-products (in terms of
warships) of a policy tailored to deterrence and nuclear missile war. 159

Gorshkov states explicitly his requirement for a wide range of surface types to support
naval operations of all kinds. He sets out the characteristics demanded by extended deploy -
ments which include (1) long range at high speeds for surface ships, (2) large radius of
action for aircraft (3) nuclear propulsion for submarines and (4) substantial afloat support.
It can also be inferred that:

a. He is arguing for more surface ships and general purpose nuclear submarines.
Nothing can be inferred (either way) about aircraft carriers.

b. Opponents are advocating a smaller range of surface types and perhaps diesel
propulsion for certain submarine replacement programs.

c. There is some argument about the subordination of aircraft flying primarily naval
missions.

It can also be inferred that opponents have accused Gorshkov of wanting to challenge
the U.S. for command of the sea and (separately) argue that it is pointless to try and match
the West's naval huilding capacity.




Gorshkov lays great stress on the utility of the Soviet navy as an instrument of state
policy in peacetime and emphasizes the navy's unique advantage in this role. It is not
however clear whether he is advocating that existing naval forces should be used more
extensively, or whether he is pointing out how larger forces could be profitably employed
in this way.

The whole tone of Gorshkov's articles is assertive with their repeated emphasis on
the historically proved fact that military power determines the outcome of international
relations. He makes one comment which appears to (but doesn't quite) state a policy of
direct intervention against imperialists in local war.160

It can be inferred that points made by his opponents when questioning the relative
utility of naval power included (1) the imperialist overtones of gunboat diplomacy, (2)
whether, on balance, Soviet prestige has been enhanced by the forward policy and (3) the
diversion of resources from the main front of the socio-economic chailenge to capitalism.

It is not clear whether Gorshkov's assertiveness is linked with a willingness to risk
nuclear war, or whether he considers the risk of nuclear war to be low because of nuclear
deterrence.

It can be inferred that Gorshkov is against naval arms limitation agreements, which
work in the interests of the dominant maritime powers. He is insistent on the importance
of the Mediterranean to the Soviet Union, and on the necessity of maintaining a Soviet
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